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client that he would represent him on a claim having no
intention of conpleting that representation, charging an
unreasonable fee for his services in a client’s matter, and
failure to hold advance fees obtained from or on behalf of
clients separate fromhis own property.

We determine that the nature and extent of his professional
m sconduct established in this proceeding, when considered with
the fact that he has been disciplined three tines previously, in
part for simlar msconduct, warrant the revocation of Attorney
Solomon’s license to practice law. Attorney Solonon has
denonstrated repeatedly his unwillingness to conform his
pr of essi onal conduct to the standards inposed on persons |icensed
by this court to practice |aw and again has shown his wllingness
to place his own pecuniary interests above the |egal interests of
his clients, interests he has undertaken to protect.

Attorney Solonon was admitted to practice law in Wsconsin
in 1974. He currently resides in Mnnesota and is not practicing
| aw. He has been disciplined three times previously: in 1984, he
was privately reprimnded for neglecting a client’s legal matter
and for inproperly wthdrawing from the representation of a
client; in February, 1985, the court publicly reprimanded himfor
entering into an agreenment for an illegal fee in a worker’s
conpensation matter and for making m srepresentation to a judge

in a garnishment action against a fornmer client, D sciplinary

Proceedi ngs Agai nst Sol onon, 122 Ws. 2d 315, 362 N.W2d 156; in

Cct ober, 1985, the Board of Attorneys Professional Responsibility

(Board) privately reprimanded him for collecting an illegal fee
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and for witing a personally abusive letter to an attorney who
had filed a grievance against him with the Board. In this
proceedi ng, the referee, Attorney Marjorie Schuett, nade findings
of fact based on the parties’ stipulation.

Two of the five matters in which Attorney Sol onon engaged in
pr of essi onal m sconduct occurred from July to Decenber, 1993 and
concerned his soliciting representation of jail inmtes wthout
havi ng been contacted by them or anyone on their behalf and by
gaining access to them in the jail by msrepresenting on the
inmate visiting cards that his relationship to them was
“attorney.” Attorney Sol onon tel ephoned the nother of one of the
inmates that he required $2000 in fees to represent her son
whi ch she would have to wire to his bank before he would neet
again with the client and begin work on the case. Attorney
Sol onon then opened a personal checking account in the bank he
had specified and, after the requested fee was wired, wote a
$200 check on it.

Attorney Solonon appeared at the client’s prelimnary
hearing but did not order a transcript of it and filed no
di scovery notions. At a subsequent pretrial conference, when the
court told himhis suppression notion was insufficient, Attorney
Sol onon asked the court for the name of the |eading case
governing searches and seizures. In August, 1993, he wote the
client that he was unable to conplete the representati on because
he was about to accept a job in a different field, offered to
sign a formfor substitution of a new attorney, and said he would

refund $500 of the fee he had received and turn over the file to
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new counsel. He neither refunded any noney to the client nor
turned over the client’s file to the successor attorney.

In the second inmate case, Attorney Sol onon appeared on a
notion seeking bail reduction and advised his client to testify
about the factual circunmstances underlying the crimnal charges
in order to obtain a reduction. The court adnoni shed him and the
client that the client would be ill-advised to waive his Fifth
Amendnent privilege in order to seek bail reduction.

Another matter in which Attorney Solonon engaged in
pr of essi onal m sconduct concerned his representation of a
crimnal defendant for whom he agreed to be substituted as
counsel in February, 1994, know ng the case was scheduled for
trial in about one week. At the hearing on his notion for a
continuance held February 21, 1994, Attorney Solonon told the
court he would be ready to try the case in a week to 10 days, and
his notion was granted. However, on March 2, 1994, he filed a
notion to withdraw as counsel. At the hearing on that notion, he
acknowl edged that he was unprepared to proceed to trial and
stated that he had accepted the appointnent with the
understanding that the matter would be resolved by plea rather
than by trial.

On the day follow ng that hearing, Attorney Sol onon notified
the court of his refusal to continue representation of the
client, stating anong other things that he was inconpetent,
unabl e and unwilling to continue to represent the client, had not
conpleted the necessary interviews and investigation of the

client’s alibi defense, had not conpleted necessary | egal
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research on evidentiary questions, and had not reviewed
extradition papers. He also told the court that he would not be
ready to proceed to trial as scheduled because of new
devel opments in the case, he was in the process of changing
careers, and he could not handl e the case.

The referee concluded that Attorney Solonmon failed to
provide these clients conpetent representation, in violation of
SCR 20:1.1.' He also violated SCR 20:1.15(a)? by failing to hold
in trust, separate fromhis own property, a retainer he received
in connection with client representation. Hs failure to give
clients reasonable notice that he would not conplete their
representation he had undertaken, his failure to refund the
unearned portion of advance fees he had been paid, and his

failure to contact a client’'s successor counsel and turn over the

1 SCR 20:1.1 provides: Conpetence

A lawer shall provide conpetent representation to a client.
Conpetent representation requires the |egal know edge, skill,
t horoughness and preparation reasonably necessary for the
representation.

2 SCR 20:1.15 provides, in pertinent part: Safekeeping
property

(a) Alawer shall hold in trust, separate fromthe | awer’s
own property, property of clients or third persons that is in the
| awyer’s possession in connection with a representation. Al
funds of clients paid to a |awer or law firmshall be deposited
in one or nore identifiable trust accounts as provided in
paragraph (c) maintained in a bank, trust conpany, credit union
or savings and | oan associ ation authorized to do business and
| ocated in Wsconsin, which account shall be clearly designated
as “Cient’s Account” or “Trust Account” or words of simlar
import, and no funds belonging to the | awer or |aw firm except
funds reasonably sufficient to pay account service charges nay be
deposited in such an account. :
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client’s file violated SCR 20:1.16(d).® Hs initiation of
personal contact with prospective clients by gaining access to
themin the jail and suggesting he could defend them on cri m nal
charges on which they were being held violated SCR 20:7.3(c).*

A fourth matter considered in this proceeding concerned

Attorney Solonon’s representation of a client in June, 1994, in a

8 SCR 20:1.16 provides, in pertinent part: Declining or
term nating representation

(d) Upon termnation of representation, a |awer shall take
steps to the extent reasonably practicable to protect a client’s
interests, such as giving reasonable notice to the client,
allowing tine for enpl oynent of other counsel, surrendering
papers and property to which the client is entitled and refunding
any advance paynent of fee that has not been earned. The | awyer
may retain papers relating to the client to the extent permtted
by ot her | aw.

“ SCR 20:7.3 provides, in pertinent part: Direct contact
w th prospective clients

(c) Alawer shall not initiate personal contact, including
t el ephone contact, with a prospective client for the purpose of
obt ai ni ng prof essional enploynment except in the foll ow ng
ci rcunst ances and subject to the requirenents of Rule 7.1 and
par agraph (d):

(1) If the prospective client is a close friend, relative or
former client, or one whomthe | awer reasonably believes to be a
client.

(2) Under the auspices of a public or charitable |egal
servi ces organi zation

(3) Under the auspices of a bona fide political, social,
civic, fraternal, enployee or trade organi zati on whose purposes
include but are not limted to providing or recommendi ng | egal
services, if the legal services are related to the principa
pur poses of the organization.
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visitation dispute with the nother of the client’s child and on a
potential defamation claim Attorney Solonon entered into a fee
agreenent with the client by which he agreed to represent himin
the visitation dispute for $500 and in the defamation matter on a
contingent fee basis, provided he would be given a $1000 advance
as a retainer. The client’s nother gave Attorney Sol omon a $1000
check as a retainer in the defamation matter, which Attorney
Sol onon pronptly cashed.

Attorney Solonmon nade a $50,000 demand on the potenti al
defendants in the defamation matter but never responded to their
attorney’s rejection of that offer. Attorney Solonon did not
appear at the hearing in the visitation dispute, even though he
had received prior notice of it. Toward the end of July, 1994,
Attorney Solonmon wote the client that he would be unable to
conplete his representation in those matters and said he would
return one-half of the retainer he had received. He never
returned any portion of that retainer.

In the last matter, Attorney Solonobn was retained in July,
1994 to represent a client on traffic charges, entering into a
fee agreenment for $1000 for |egal services and an additional $500
if the matter were tried. The client gave Attorney Solonon a
$1000 check, which he pronptly cashed. On July 15, 1994, Attorney
Sol onon entered not quilty pleas by mail and asked that the
matters be set for trial. By letter of July 25, 1994, he inforned
his client that he could not conplete the representation in the
traffic matters and said he would return one-half of the

retainer. Attorney Sol onon returned none of the retainer.
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The referee concluded that Attorney Solonon’s failure to
appear for the visitation hearing in a client’s matter violated
SCR 20:1.3,° his failure to keep that client reasonably informed
of the status of the matter and provide the client sufficient
information to permt himto make an infornmed decision regarding
representation in it violated SCR 20:1.4(a) and (b),® and telling
the client he had a viable defamation claim accepting a retainer
to represent himin it, know ng he had no intention of conpleting
that representation but would | eave the practice of law prior to
its conpletion, failing to perform any significant work in the
matter, and abandoning the client w thout refunding any of the
unearned retainer he had received violated SCR 20:8.4(c).’ The

referee also concluded that Attorney Solonon charged the client

®> SCR 20:1.3 provides: Diligence

A lawer shall act with reasonable diligence and pronptness
in representing a client.

® SCR 20: 1.4 provides: Communication

(a) A lawer shall keep a client reasonably inforned about
the status of a matter and pronptly conply wth reasonabl e
requests for information.

(b) A lawer shall explain a matter to the extent reasonably
necessary to permt the client to make i nfornmed deci sions
regardi ng the representation.

" SCR 20:8.4 provides, in pertinent part: M sconduct

It is professional m sconduct for a | awer to:

(c) engage in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit or
m srepresentation.
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an unreasonable fee by accepting a $1000 retainer and providing
no services other than witing a letter to the court advising it
of the client’s not guilty pleas.

We adopt the referee’s findings of fact and concl usions of
| aw concerning Attorney Solonmon’s professional msconduct in
these matters. In addition to the Ilicense revocation as
discipline for it, the referee recormmended that Attorney Sol onon
be required to make restitution to those from whom he accepted
advance paynent of fees but did not conplete the representation
undertaken in the anmount of 75 percent of the advance fees, which
the Board had suggested. W accept the referee’s recomendation
for license revocation and restitution.

IT IS ORDERED that the license of Stephen C.  Solonon to
practice law in Wsconsin is revoked as discipline for
pr of essi onal m sconduct, effective January 27, 1997.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that within 60 days of the date of
this order Stephen C Solonon nmake restitution as specified in
the report of the referee on file in this proceeding.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that within 60 days of the date of
this order Stephen C. Solonobn pay to the Board of Attorneys
Prof essi onal Responsibility the costs of this proceedi ng.

I T IS FURTHER ORDERED that Stephen C. Solonobn conply with
the provisions of SCR 22.26 concerning the duties of a person

whose license to practice law in Wsconsin has been revoked.
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